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Introduction 

On 1 September 1993. Secretary*of Defense Les .4spm published the Boztom Lb Re\ww , 

an assessment of the Urnted States military’s post-Cold Q7ar o\ era11 force structure requn-ements 

Cmng an “era of new dangers” winch mcluded the contmued threat of weapons of mass 

destruction. regional “bad actors,” threats to new democracres and economrc dangers. thrs re\rew 

outlined the strategy, force structure, modernization programs, mdustnal base and mfrastructure 

needed to meet the changing threat 1 A prmclple force structure recommendation made by the 

Bottom @ Re~ze~ *as sizing the Navy’s an-craft earner fleet at 12 -- a fleet that stood at 15 plus 

one trammg carrier m 1990, and at 13 in 1993 2 The study htghhghted two separate 

requirements which drove tins number First, from a warfightmg perspective, four to fi\ e carriers 

\\eere needed for each of two major regronal contmgencres (MRCs) Second, the Na\y’s 

contmumg overseas presence mrssion imposed additional deployment requirements for aircraft 

carrier-3 whrch exceeded the total number needed to wm two MRCs 3 Not mentioned as a factor 

mfluencmg the carrier decision was the desire to preserve the nuclear carrier mdustnal base, 

represented by a smgle private sector shipyard -- Newport News Shlpburldmg and Drydock Co 

Preservation of tins crmcal mdustnal base was also a key consideration affecting the tamer force 

decision 

The bureaucratrc polmcs approach provides a way of developmg a fuller appreciation for 

the dyharmcs mvolved m the U S national secunty process and defense pohcymakmg 3 To 

explore the earner “mdustnal base” thesis and to gam a better understanding for tl-ns particular 

defense pohcy issue, the bureaucratic politics model developed by Graham T Allison was used 

HIS basic umt of analysis IS that policy is a political outcome -- the deasrons and actrons of 

governments are mtra-nattonal pohtrcal outcomes These outcomes are not the “choice solutions” 

for problems Instead, they result from compromrse, coalmon, competition and confusion among 

government officials who see the different faces of an issue 5 This paper mghlights key elements 

and players of the tamer force level decraon process and uses them as examples to explam 
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L anous aspects of Alhson’s model Follo\%mg thus analysis, concludmg comments addressing the 

1 ahdny of the mdustnal base argument and general observatrons are provrded 

, ’ High Stakes Games Influence the Plqers Roster 

A Kmntz-class nuclear au-craft carrrer costs approxrmately $5 b&on dollars to build, and 

mrlhons more to man. operate and mamtam Depending on your posmon, thrs opportumty cost 1s 

viewed as either a savmgs, a waste of resources, a profit or an investment Not surpr-rsmgly, thrs 

kmd of brg ticket defense item draws keen attention and scrutmy As noted by Alhson, 

mdrvrduals become players m the natronal security polxy game by occupymg crrtrcal posmons m 

an admmrstratlon 6 The key players m the carrrer force structure decrsron x\ ere President Chnton, 

Secretary Aspm, General Powell (CJCS), the Yavy. the An Force, the State Department, 

Newport Sew Shrpburldmg and Drydock Co and various members of Congress representing both 

the liberal and consenatrve side of the mstrtutron The pohcy bargammg “process” surroundmg 

thrs decrsron began m 1989 and continued through the 1994 budgetary process 

The debate over tamer force levels was re-opened m earnest m 1989 by the Ghan-man of 

the Jomt Chiefs of Staff, Cohn Powell As part of hrs development of the Base Force, General 

Powell, lard the prehmmary groundwork for a re-vrsrt of tamer force levels In November 1989, 

he suggested to hrs Immediate staff that a lower number of carriers (12 vice 15) was sufficient 

POM ell’s rationale was both threat based and budget dnven First, he believed that the maJor 

changes takmg place m the Soviet Umon, and the impact these changes would have on the 

Soviet’s nnhtary posture, would dictate changes m U S nnhtary strategy ~I.KI force structure 

Second, Ins experrence m Vretnam remmded hrm that without a srgmficant reduction of overall 

force levels, the downward, deficrt-driven pressure on the budget could agam “hollow the force,” 

by dictating unacceptable reductions m trainmg and support fbndmg 7 While noting that he had 

made some early converts to Ins “Base Force,” he (Powell) was “astomshed” by the death gnp of 

old Ideas on some (Navy) m&tar-y mmds * From the Navy’s perspective, 12 vice 15 tamers 

meant that unless deployments were extended well beyond the advertrsed SIX month length, the 

Navy would be unable to mamtam a continuous presence in the three crmcal forward deployed 
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areas -- the Mediterranean, the Indran Ocean and the Yi7estern Pacific As Important, the au-craft 

carrier 1s the center piece of the Navy’s force -- as carrier requirements change, so do the number 

of surfice combatants. support forces and carrier an- wings Any change m carrier numbers \+ould 

dm e numerrcal changes m other portrons of the force. and the Navy’s share of a\ allable defense 

resource dollars 

. 
\‘c here You Stand IS W ‘here You Sit 

A&son \mtes “for large classes of Issues, e g , budgets and procurement declslons, the 

stance of a partrcular player can be predicted with hrgh rehabrhty from rnformatron concernmg hrs 

seat ‘I9 As the tamer numbers/defense mdustrral base debate began to unfold, varrous opponents 

and proponents stepped forward to make then- cases The begmnmg of concern over the defense 

mdustrral base was expressed m general terms m 199 1 by Edward McGaffigan, Legrslatr\ e 

Director to Senator Bmgaman, a member of the House Approprratrons Commntee Noting the 

dramatic decline of overall procurement accounts m a report accompanymg the 1992 defense bill, 

the comnnttee’s concerns were twofold -- the mdustnal base and the abrhty to support 

moderrzatlon programs lo Faced wrth the dilemma that the affect of lower defense spending had 

on the mdustrral base, Les Aspm, then Chairman of the House Armed Services Cormnrttee, 

provrded hts own plan to preserve crrttcal defense industry skrlls He emphasized selectrve 

upgrading of weapons systems, low-rate procurements, successrve-prototypmg to mature new 

technologres and selective procurement of weapons systems usmg revolutronary technologres such 

as the F- 117 as ways of preserving crttical portrons of the industry 1 1 Conversely, using the 

rationale provided by President Bush that the U S won the cold war, Senators Kennedy and 

Levm questroned the need for the force structure earmarked m the 1993 defense budget 

Kennedy noted that m constant dollars, the FY 1997 budget was the same as the 1980 budget 

Levm complained that the 1995 Base Force level was the same as the previous year’s budget, 

despite the disappearance of the Soviet threat l2 Despite these arguments, no serrous mroads 

were made on the Navy’s aircraft earner force levels or the plan to procure CVN-76 that year 

However, the public debate continued in interesting, predictable ways 
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In 1992, a key player m the 1993 bargammg crrcle entered the picture -- Bill Chnton, the 

Democratrc candidate for President Alihough hrs campaign platform emphasized that the U S 

economy was hrs top prronty. hrs posmon on the srze of the natron’s post-Cold War era mrhtary 

force was not radically different from that of Presrdent Bush W7hrle Senator Dole stated Clmton’s 

plan would gut defense, the reality was that Clmton’s plan would reduce Bush’s spending targets 

by only about four percent (approximately $60 brlhon) The slgmficant areas of difference 

centered around o\ era11 troop le\ els (1 4 n-&on 1 Ice 1 6 mrlhon) and the Navy’s carrier force 

levels -- candidate Clinton was suggesting ten l3 Followmg hrs successful electron President 

Clinton named Les Aspm as hrs Secretary of Defense Faced with the rmsmatch between 

proJected fiscal resources, exlstmg and programmed force levels and new procurement programs 

supported by President Clinton (Seawolf, V-22, B-2), Secretary Aspm announced m March 1993, 

hrs plan to perform a complete revrew of force level requirements -- the product bemg the Botronz 

l@ Re\*tel+ 

As Secretary of Defense (a different seat), Les Aspm acknowledged the requirement to 

mamtam a contmuous carrier presence m both the Mediterranean and Western Pacific. and an 

even more rmportant need for at least one earner at all times m Southwest Asia However, a 

generally accepted rule of thumb used durmg the Cold War was the 3 1 rule -- a mmtmum of three 

shrps in the active fleet to keep one ship forward-deployed As Ron O’Orouke, a national defense 

analyst for the Congressronal Research Servrce (CRS) states, tEzls rule was okay when the threat 

aas the Soviet Lmon and the deployment goal was l-2 tamers m the Med and 1 or two more 

deployed to the Western Pacrfic, but It doesn’t work m a world of regional threats which contmue 

to drive a presence mrssron l4 

Wnhout questton, the Navy was a key player throughout the time frame leadmg up to and 

beyond thts decrsron In congressional testimony given on 29 June 1993, Adnnral Kelso, Chief of 

Tava Operations was careful to point out that on that partrcular day, 195 Navy shrps, or 29 

percent of the total active force was at sea sve anxraf? cam 0 ers and five large deck 
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amphlblous ships 1_5 4lso . Kelso’s testlmons emphasized the kev role an-craft carriers played m 

Deser f Shreld Sform, by quoting Xorm Schwarzkopf who said 

” the Na\-y was the first rmhtary force to respond to the (Iraqi) mvaslon. estabhshmg 

immediate sea supenonty, and was also the first ax power on the scene Both of these 

first deterred -- indeed stopped -- Iraq from marchmg mto Saud1 Arabia “16 

Kelso also hghhghted the increased importance of tamers, as the Umted States continues to 

lea\ e key OL erseas bases Other Savy officials informed Congress that with a force of only 10 

carriers. as some members of Congress had urged and Aspm had said was bemg looked at as part 

of the Bottom c7p Revrew, there would be a four-month gap m the Mediterranean and the gap m 

the %‘estern Pacific would be more than four months l7 

Another Xavy voice m ths process was Vice Adrnn-al B111 Owens, the newly-created 

Deputy Chef of Naval Operations (DCXO) for Resources and Requirements Adrmral Owens 

contmually emphasized the Navy’s reorgamzatlon efforts and the sh~fi from a “Mantlme Strategy” 

to a new strategy ” From the Sea ” Ths new strategy focused on the Navy-&u-me Corps as a 

power proJection, enabling force m the littoral emlronment vxe blue-water naval engagements 

OLX ens, a submarmer, also drove the crafting of Force 26 01, the Savy’s plan to cut force structure 

from 457 shps to 3X shps by 1999 Central to the earner debate, ths plan favored tamers and 

large-deck amphblous &ups over submarmes l8 Supportmg Owens’ vlslon was Rear Adrmral 

Dave 011~ er, head of the Navy’s Programmmg Dlvlslon who commented “ti you watch 

mtelhgence traffic m the Pentagon, what you see IS a constant need for flexible, sur-capable 

platforms ” Owens‘ emphasis on a smaller, re-orgamzed Navy, armed with a new strategy 

relevant to the kmds of threats identified by Powell and others, was the signal that the Navy could 

ti was changmg However, he (Owens) contmually emphasized that the carrier remamed the 

centerpiece of the force 

Interests, Stakes 

Bureaucratic bargammg takes place to determine specfic outcomes, wth these outcomes 

advancing or impeding each player’s conception of the natlonal interest, lx commitment to 
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specrfic programs. the welfare of hrs fnends and hrs personal interests These o\ erlappmg 

interests constrtute a player’s stake m the game Also, the abrhty to play the game successfully 

adds to one’s power I9 Candidate Clmton had a strong Interest m this game as hrs vrews on 

defense and the defense Industry would need to be m balance ~~11th hrs desire to shift resources to 

tradmcnal democratrc programs Whrle Clinton advocated further cuts m carriers force levels (ten 

vrce 12). he was careful to ensure that he stayed wrthm the budgetary framework outlined by Les 

Xspm and Senator Dunn, Aspm’s counterpart m the Senate 2o Candidate Chnton also supported 

completmg at least two of the three SSN-21 Seawolf submarmes, under constructron at Electnc 

Boat , Groton. Corm Addmonally, he supported contmued development and procurement of the 

L-‘-22 Osprey, to be bum m Texas and Pennsylvania -- two Electoral College strongholds 21 

Given the bigger game of the Presidential election, Clinton was careful to mamtam hrs polmcal 

Democratrc “roots” whrle attempting to allay the fears of a widely-dispersed defense industry 

Ultrmately, hrs support for a Sew England-centered submarine mdustrral base would influence hrs 

posmon on carrier force levels m 1993, as the Bottom Up Reuew was bemg shaped In 1993, 

President Chnton appeared to soften ins stance on an-craft tamer force le\ els In a March 1993 

speech on the natron’s nnhtary requn-ements, he made a statement that warmed the hearts of 

carrier backers 

“When word of a cnsrs breaks out m Washmgton, n’s no accident that the first questron 

that comes from everyone’s lips ts Where is the nearest carrier7”22 

Another player wrth a vital interest m the outcome of the Bottom Up Revzew and the 

tamer numbers debate was the An Force With defense dollars decreasing, An Force Vice Chief 

of Staff, General Mtchael P Carns commrssloned RAND researchers to conduct a study of future 

an- power needs Thrs study, which analyzed an-power’s changmg role m joint theater campaigns 

(MRCs), recommended buying more F- 15Es, more air@ fewer F-22s, ending F- 16 production 

d to “trade a portion of the U S jomt force structure for selective modernization ” The MD 

study also specifically commented on the roles and contributions of the ancraft carrier, saymg that 

whtle a carrier force can make valuable early contributions, “the lmnted numbers of fighters 



Tennant 7 

pro\rded by tamers mean that they can only play a hmrted role m theater warfare ” The study 

went on to say that m the early hours of a confltct, the U S would depend on smart munmons and 

to increase “up front punch” -- the B-2 bomber 23 Lrke the Savy, who held a large stake m the 

outcome of the Botfonz Up Relvzew, the An- Force’s share of the defense pie would be affected by 

Sa\-y force level decrsrons 

As various force level optrons were bemg considered by Aspm, with Aspm leaning 

towards less than 12 tamers, another player entered the game for a brref period of time -- the 

State Department Aspm’s prmcrple force level concerns centered over 10 or 12 An Force wings. 

10 or 12 Army drvrsrons and whether to keep 10, 11 or 12 carriers Aspm was also advocatmg a 

w m-hold-win strategy -- a strategy that would mass the wmnmg force m one theater whle 

attempting to hold ground m the other theater until forces could be shtfted Thrs strate_q upset 

the South Koreans -- therefore rt upset the State Department For basic polmcal reasons, Aspm’s 

strategy was a non-starter m the eyes of the Koreans/State Department. because of the vulnerable 

securrty posmon South Korea could fail mto, should a Southwest Asia MRC erupt Effectrvely, 

the debate over major force level options was re-opened 2J As one Pentagon official reported “rt 

was settled and then rt wasn’t ” It 1s also worth mentronmg the oprmon expressed m some cncles 

that Secretary of State Chrrstopher was ahead of Aspm m the admmrstratron’s “opmron polls ” 

Although Aspm met the President’s timetable on the gays m the mrhtary Issue, this Issue focused 

hrs attention away from other crrttcal events Also, Aspm’s stock may have lost value after 

makmg a statement questronmg the Bosma pohcy and then announcing that he (Aspm) would 

msrst on several stnct condrtrons before allowmg U S troops to enter Bosma Both of these 

statements were contrary to Clmton’s (Chnstopher’s) Bosman pohcy 25 

A player m thrs process, not yet discussed was Newport News Shlpburldmg and Drydock 

Camp any With Clmton’s adnurnstration supporting the Seawolf program and rejecting arguments 

that all nuclear shrpbulldmg should be concentrated at Newport News, the parent company of 

Sewport News, Tennaco, stated that the shipyard “may as well close up shop” without the 

income from a tamer 26 They were also quick to point out that even with the carrier business, its 
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pavrolls were being hab ed from a peak of 30,OO m 198C to about 15 000 m 1996 Addmonally , 

they emphasized the dn erse sub-contra&g business soread among cornnames located m 32 

states which sunnorted about 120.000 addmonal robs -- a sizable slice of the mdustnal base I7 

. 
Action Channels: The Process ContuweS 

With the results of the Bottom C’p Revzew officral, and a tamer force of 12 (11 plus a 

resen e trammg tamer) recommended, the bureaucratrc process contmued to mfluence the 

decrsron In defense pohcymakmg process actron channels -- regularrzed ways of producing 

action concernmg types of rssues, structure the game, selec the maJor players, determme then 

points of entrance mto the game and drstnbute certam advantages and disadvantages for each 

game 1t7eapons procurement decrsrons are made wrthm the annual budgeting process 28 As an 

early footnote to thrs (tamer) decrsron. an article published on 6 September, Just days after the 

release of the review, reported on the new, mnovatrve ways tamers were bemg employed The 

example cited was the carrier Theodoz-e Rooseveelt, retummg to Norfolk from a SIX month 

deployment to both the Medrterranean and the Persian Gulf With a 600 man, 10 helicopter 

Mar-me An-Ground Task Force (MAGTAF) embarked for the duration of the cruise, Rooselqelt’s 

Commanding Officer qurckly pointed out the tamer’s expanding role. and the abihty to embark 

“Adaptive Force Packages” tailored to support more aspects of the littoral “brown water” 

nnssion 29 

Begmnmg m 1994, Congressronal proponents and opponents of the Bottom Up Revzew re- 

entered the game through budgetary oversrght posmons they occupred on various Congressronal 

committees On 22 March 1994 the M&tat-y Forces and Personnel Subcommittee of the House 

Armed Services Comrntttee began hearmgs addressing the impact of the Bottom Up Revzew The 

subcommrttee Charrman, Representative Ike Skelton, expressed concern over the m&tar-y’s abrhty 

to fight two wars at the same trme with the force structure outlmed m the review Testlfjlng at 

these heanngs was Vice Admtral Joseph Lopez, Adrmral Owens’ successor as DCNO for 

Resources and Requirements Lopez was quick to pomt out that on that partrcular day 21 percent 

of the Navy was forward-deployed and 45 percent was underway j” However, as an advocate of 
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the President’s budget. he supported the force levels, partrcularly the carrier numbers outlmed n-r 

the Bonlont t@ Revrew, saying they were adequate to handle two RlRCs 

Opponents of President Chnton’s defense plan, centered around the Bollom L’p Rel lew, 

contmued then- attempts to cut the plan. \rs-a-\rs the defense budgetary process Items targeted 

by opponents included procurement of Cm-76 3 1 In a letter to President Clmton, 

Representative Barney Frank and five other liberal Democrats remmded the President that the 

previous year’s budget resolutron required Congress to cut total drscretronary spending by $19/22 

bllhon m authority and outlays respectively They went on to say that “we assume that at least 

some of these cuts wrll be allocated to the defense area, since defense accounts for half of all 

dlscretronary spending ‘132 From Xew Jersey Congressman Andrews, who represented a drstnct 

adjacent to the Phrladelphra Naval Shrpyard, the argument was made to overhaul (SLEP) a 

conventronal caner, \ rce new constructron, to save procurement dollars 

Key Congressronal earner proponents, occupymg powerful defense oversight posrtrons, 

were quack to contmue then- strong advocacy for both a 12 carrier force and CVX76 Newport 

Xews Shrpburldmg and Drydock Co 1s located m an area winch encompasses the congresaonal 

dtstncis of Representatives Herbert H Bateman, Norman Srstsky and Owen Prckett, and m the 

state of Senators John Warner and Charles Robb Durmg the House committee’s markup of the 

defense authonzatron bill m May 1994, Chatrman Ron Dellums, who tned to block CVN-76 

fi.mdmg, was easily overrrdden by a commrttee whose membershrp included Bateman, SE&J and 

Prckett 33 Robb and Warner would do the same m the Senate Bottom lme today the Xavy’s 

carrrer fleet numbers 12 and CVN-76 support 1s as strong as ever 

. 
Conclummi 

Government deasions are made and actions emerge neither as the calculated choice of a 

umfied group nor as a formal summary of a leader’s preferences Rather, the context of shared 

power but separate Judgments concemmg important choices determmes that pohtrcs 1s the 

mechanrsm of chorce j3 The players m the carrrer force level game occupied civilian and mrlrtary 

posmons in the executive and legslative branches of the government, and the private sector 
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With 15 as the top number and 10 or belo\+ as the bottom number, a “pohtrcal” consensus LX as 

reached at 12 -- polmcal from the standpoint that each of the players could ratronahze and accept 

the declsron whrle not appeanng to be a “loser ” Allison also lxnntes that men share power As 

each of these mdrvrduals attempt to pull the group towards then respective L reu point. what 

emerges 1s a decrsron which appears to differ from the posmon that any of the players v~anted 

Ironrcally, m the earner force levrel decision the only player who saw the process output equal his 

input was Cohn Powell 

With respect to the thesis that the Bottom Up Review established earner force levels at 12 

to preserve the defense mdustnal base, the answer 1s yes, but there were also other equally valid 

reasons such as real world rmssron requirements, and a genuine concern for keeping deployment 

cycles and operattonal tempos wrthm reasonable boundanes However, the broad, 42 state 

contractor and sub-contractor base equating to 135,COO plus Jobs (pnme plus sub-contractors), 

coupled with a single-yard nuclear earner techrncal base, made the decrsron outcome very 

palatable for all domestic “Jobs’, economy and technology advocates 

A final comment relates to the “permanency” of Pentagon decrsrons Chns Jeffenes 

obsemes that “no issue 1s decided once and for all m bureaucratic pohtrcs ” In his article, one of 

the specrfic examples he cites is the number and utrhty of an-craft carriers 35 To continue m thrs 

vem, a personal observation 1s that as the dollar value increases so does the interest and the 

controversy The advocate’s fundamental responsrbrlmes are (1) ensunng that the pohcy process 

1s carefully worked to hrghhght the contnbutory value(s) of the item, program or system and (2) 

understanding that bureaucratic decrsronmaking 1s a senes of battles m a long-runnmg war To 

assume otherwise -- that a deasron 1s final -- 1s to be completely surprised when your program 1s 

subjected to future nsks, scrutmy, cntrclsm or cancellation as the budgetary process continues 
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